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Since 2009, MCDOTParking Management Services has partnered with CountyStat to 

administer a customer satisfaction survey every other year. In preparation for the fall 

2017 survey, MCDOTasked CountyStat for options to revise the survey questions and 

methodology as the prior results, while helpful in understanding overall satisfaction, 

were not useful in determining operational changes that could improve customer 

service. Based on review of the old survey, CountyStat and MCDOTmade the 

following changes:

Å Change the rating scale from a 4 point scale ranging from poor to excellent 

to a 5 point satisfaction scale from strongly disagree to strongly agree with a 

neutral option in the middle. The goal with the change was to better 

determine strength of satisfaction.

Å Eliminate the business survey. The business survey was mostly capturing 

first-floor, public facing businesses and was largely one employeeõs 

interpretation of employer and employee satisfaction. By eliminating this 

survey, resources could be focused on increasing the response rate for the 

customer survey.

Å Removed 3 questions (blocks to destination, purchase method for monthly 

permit, and length of stay for visitors) from the customer service survey. The 

questions were not deemed as valuable to MCDOTand by shortening the 

survey potentially getting more customers to take the survey.
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With these 

significant changes 

to the survey and 

the PLDboundaries, 

the FY18 results are 

not comparable to 

prior yearsõ scores. 

FY18 represents a 

new baseline for the 

PLDsurveys.



Å Purpose: Gauge the current performance of the public parking system from the customersõ 

perspective

Å Audience: Permit Holders and Visitor/Transient Parkers

o A breakdown of audience by year is on page 10

Å Survey Period: 

o Parkers: Weekdays from 7AM-12PM and 3PM-7PM for the weeks of 11/6 and 11/13 

for selected parking facilities and Silver Spring on-street parking. The week of 11/27 

was used for Bethesda and Wheaton on-street parking.

Å Methodology: Similar to prior years, contractor personnel circulated through each parking 

district and each block during the time periods listed above during a typical weekday in an 

effort to meet and interview a representative sample of permit/visitor parkers. Parking lots 

and garages surveyed, as shown on page 6, were selected to get a sample of the PLDõs

varying payment methods, above/below grade, and hourly rates. 
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Å Overall satisfaction with the Parking Lot Districtõs facilities was high with an average rating of 4.7 out of 5 

for both permit and visitor parkers. 

Å The majority of respondents strongly agreed (5 out of 5) for all 7 questions asked.

Å The lowest satisfaction for permit parkers was parking availability with 83% agreeing or strongly agreeing 

for a score of 4.4/5.0. For visitors, the lowest satisfaction was for reasonable cost compared to private 

facilities with 93% agreeing or strongly agreeing for a score of 4.6/5.0. 

5Rating:
Strongly

Disagree

Strongly

Agree
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Surveyed

Surveyed
Surveyed

http://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/DOT-Parking/Resources/Files/PLDBethesda.pdf
http://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/DOT-Parking/Resources/Files/WheatonPLD.pdf
http://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/DOT-Parking/Resources/Files/PLDSilverSpring.pdf
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Pedestrian Questionnaire Business Questionnaire
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The number of survey 

responses increased 

52% from FY16, but 

was the second-lowest 

since the survey began.

The FY18 survey had a 

significant drop in 

permit respondents 

despite conducting the 

survey at similar times 

of day and time of year 

as past surveys.

NOTE: Respondent count excludes òstreetó parkers for FY10 and FY12 since their responses were not used in calculating 

the average satisfaction score for those years.
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Parking 

District
Availability Navigation

Facility

Condition

Safety 

And

Security

Destination 

Convenience

Ease of 

Payment
Reasonable 

Cost

Overall

Bethesda 4.2 4.7 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.6 4.2 4.6

Silver Spring 4.6 4.8 4.8 4.7 4.7 4.6 4.7 4.7

Wheaton 4.5 4.7 4.8 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.6 4.8

Average 4.4 4.7 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.6 4.5 4.7

Permit parkers were highly satisfied with every aspect surveyed. No 

area surveyed for the three parking lot districts fell below 4 (agree). 

Bethesda permit parkers satisfaction with the cost compared to 

private facilities was lower compared to the other two parking 

districts.

=  Below Average Rating at a Statistically Significant Level 

=  Above Average Rating at a Statistically Significant Level 
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Parking 

District
Availability Navigation

Facility

Condition

Safety 

And

Security

Destination 

Convenience

Ease of 

Payment
Reasonable 

Cost

Overall

Bethesda 71% 90% 98% 96% 94% 90% 78% 88%

Silver Spring 90% 99% 96% 99% 100% 97% 97% 97%

Wheaton 88% 94% 100% 100% 100% 100% 88% 96%

Average 83% 95% 97% 98% 98% 95% 89% 93%

Permit parkers were highly satisfied with every aspect surveyed. 

Only Bethesdaõs parking availability and reasonable cost fell below 

80% agree or strongly agree.

=  Below Average Rating at a Statistically Significant Level 

=  Above Average Rating at a Statistically Significant Level 
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Rating:

Strongly

Disagree

Strongly

Agree




















